SERVED: April 23, 1993
NTSB Order No. EA-3865

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BOARD
WASHI NGTQN, D. C.

Adopt ed by the NATI ONAL TRANSPORTATI ON SAFETY BQARD
at its office in Washington, D.C
on the 14th day of April, 1993

JOSEPH M DEL BALZO,
Acting Adm ni strator,
Federal Avi ation Adm nistration,

Conpl ai nant

Docket SE-11335
V.

SUZETTE COWLEY,

Respondent .

N N N N N N N N N N N N N N

ORDER DI SM SSI NG RESPONDENT' S MOTI ON FOR
RECONSI DERATI ON_ OR_MCDI FI CATI ON

By Order EA-3779, served February 5, 1993, the Board denied
respondent’'s appeal in this proceeding by affirmng the | aw
judge's initial decision sustaining the Admnistrator's
all egations that she had violated sections 121.315(c) and 91.9 of
t he Federal Aviation Regulations ("FAR " 14 C.F.R ) in connection
with an incident occurring on April 10, 1988. W also affirned a
30-day suspension of respondent’'s airline transport pilot (ATP)
certificate, which had been ordered by the Adm ni strator and
upheld by the law judge. On March 14, 1993, respondent, through
counsel, filed with the Board and served upon the Adm nistrator a
letter, by which she requested that we reconsider the sanction
i nposed agai nst her and asserted that the suspension should apply
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solely to her ATP privileges.® W consider respondent's letter
to be a notion for reconsideration or nodification of O der
EA- 3779, 2 which, for the reasons stated below, we will disnss.

The Board's Rules of Practice require that petitions for
rehearing, reargunent, reconsideration or nodification of its
orders be filed with the Board within 30 days of service of the
order.® As the Administrator has pointed out in his reply brief,
respondent’'s notion was filed and served nore than 30 days after
the service of Order EA-3779. Consequently, that notion was not
timely and it will not, therefore, be entertained.*

ACCCRDI N&Y, |IT IS ORDERED THAT:

Respondent's notion for reconsideration or nodification of
Order EA-3779 is di sm ssed.

VOGT, Chairman, COUGHLI N, Vice Chai rman, LAUBER, HART, and
HAMVERSCHM DT, Menbers of the Board, concurred in the above
or der.

I'n effect, respondent now asks the Board to order the
Adm nistrator to issue her a tenporary commercial airman
certificate for the 30-day period covered by the suspension.
We nust, however, point out that she never argued in connection
with her appeal of the initial decision that the Admnistrator's
30-day suspension of all of her airman privileges was inproper or
that the law judge erred in sustaining that sanction.

A reply brief opposing respondent's notion has been filed
by the Adm nistrator.

%49 C.F.R § 821.50(b).

‘Respondent's notion was not acconpani ed by a request
for leave to have it accepted out of tine. Under the Board's
Rul es of Practice, an extension of tinme for filing a petition
for reconsideration may be obtained only on a show ng of
"extraordinary circunstances.” 49 C.F.R § 821.11.



